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The Instruction of Reading»Comprehension_ : -

v

While it is still possible to lament the” lack of good solid causally

interpretable research in the area of reading comprebension ﬁnstruction

(Jenkins & Pany, 1980; Tierney &'Cunningham,h1980), there;can;be'little

/

. questibn that more research ab0ut'the basic processes and instructional S

pract1ces of reading comprehens1on has been packed into the last half
decade (1978—l982) than id any previous perlod (however long). The purpose

of %his review is to charactﬂ?iZe, sﬁmmarize,~and evaluate that research.in'

.terms\of its contribution tov principles of instructional practice.

The first and most formidable task of a- reviewer is to limit his. or

her search'for potentially relevant.studies. _This is especially.important

.

in the area of reading comprehension given the enormous?dutput of tlfe field

~min”each"of'the”last'6 or:7 years."Since'Our focus is on'inStruction rather

4

"inclusion, then, becomes, "Did the study examine either comprehension.

than basic processes or the development of processes we, will deal'with

S

process or cross—age studies only to establish a feeling for the milieu in

o -
. o

whidh research about instruction has been conducted or only if the

13

’ Y-

‘.! s,

implications for instruction of .a part1cular,osay develOpmental study‘are o

"so strong.as to compel-comment about it. The major criterion for

4

instructicn or the consequences of comprehensi%n instruction and[oru
learning?" A secondary criterion became obvious during the search. The
studies dealing"withiinstruction varied along a.continuum‘of
interpretability; that is, some'studies'appeared prima facie, to~be.ab0ut

comprehens1on instruction, but they were difficult if not impossible to

evaluate w1th1n theaprevailing zeitgelst. Imo short, they seemed to add ¢

. ’r_‘
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*little to our cumulative knowledge ab0ut eithervthevnatnre'of P

comprehension,. comprehension instruotlon .or the relatlonshlp between the

two. 'ihis criterion of interpretability, or, if“you,will, contribution to

cumulative knowledge, became a criterion not for inclusion/exclusion but

Is

a

rather for degree‘of assigned\emphasis.

The second task of a reviewer is to establish a framework for

‘o

"organizing.the various research efforts that passed the inclusion tést.

“Anyone who has ever searched for such a framework will recognize the ’.
. ‘_a e .1 N - .

arbitrariness:of this task' any world' however small. and finite,uiends

itself to different- modes of categorlzation and decomposition.

Nonetheless, it must “be done.n We: have divided the world of comprehension
, , ] st : Y
instruction studies into four main-categories: Existential deSCriptions,

. - R -~ . * ,
existential progfs;upedagogieal experiments and program evaluations.'

Exlstentlal descrlptlons have a very stqglghtforWard ourpose. They propose

'
?
F

- to answer the_question,' What s g01ng on out there 1n the real world of

classrooms and instructional materials?" They serve a useful fundtion to
: < . . R N . .

»

. the'instructionalaresearcher'who'may wish ultimately to ehange_that real .

.

-

world“Pecause they provide a benchmarn for evaluating the worth and

4 . -’

potential-of any positive 1nstructiona1 finding. hxistential proofs serve
to answer a question preliminary'to the conduct of an honest instructional

‘study: "“Is a given variable or set of variables operative in the

-

population of learners I might choose later to instruct?” Pedagogical
experiments serve to “answer specific questions about the efficacy .of .

" particular instructional interventions, “What is the impact of this
. e N
interpretation on students' performance on comprehension tasks X and/or Y

~

and/or_Z?" They typically involve relatively short term interventions and

O

Lt
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evaluate impacts .along- a cont1nuum of local to broadly transferable

effects. Program evaluations represent attenpts to evaluate ‘the

8 .
“inst1tutionalization of an instructional variable, orb more likely,_a set’

.of instructional variables, by examining the1r gross long range effects

when they have become part of a curriculum implemented by real teachers in «
real classrooms in real schoqls. " As Such, they are capable of answering
questions like,‘"Now that we've proven that *a variable is operative,

differs fr0m the conventional wisdom, and exhiblts a powerful short range

effect, what will happen to it when we mix it up with everything else we

-'normally do as-a'part of what we call teaching reading'on a day—to—day'

- . . .

. basis?" "These four broad. categories serve to orgadnize.the main part of the.

paper; only the section on pedagogical'eXperiments"will‘be further

“decomposed\sinceQit'izp%esents the bulk of the relevant work conducted

l" N

since'197§.' ¥irst, howevef, we offer a word about the genmeral milieu of
reading research since it has probably served'to motivate many of the

questions that 1nstruct10nal researchers have asked in recent years.

a’
s ‘ ~ ''The Milieu Sy

Reading educators have been trying to answervinstructional questfqns

for at least 80 years. They dealt with little but instructional issues

. during‘the period from 1920—1970. It is notvdifficult to determine the

very practical mot1ves of the hundreds of comparatlve evaluations of

<

dlfférent beglnnlng reading programs (see Chall 19b7 Bond & Dykstra,

1966), the scores ot reac \g ach1evenent predictlon studies (see Barrett

19b/ or. Dykstra, 1967 for revieWs bf these efforts), or the dozens of ~

readability efforts-(see Klare, 1903; Klare,.1Q74—75.for rev1ews). In

YW
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fact, .~ne can argue that it was the sheer weight of such practically -
. . 3 B . .

-
..

motivated research that'led, in the early 1970's, to the demise of this
8 _ : : : R

long tradition. At the very time when reading educatorsgjwere thirsting for

P

’ 1 . . v -
practical research motivated by ‘underlying models'and t eories'of~the

reading process, psychologists were work1ng in the new rediscovered

¥

'cognitive tradition to participate in what can only be regarded as a .

‘proilferation of models of prose.comprehension in ‘the middle 1970's. The
~marriage of these-two forces has proven remarkably productive (see:Pearson,.

1981, for a treatment ot these historical forces)

»

The middle to late 1970's witnessed a barrage of neéw frameworks for

understanding comprehenslon. It was a period that witnessed Qhe emergence

ot schemata (Anderson, 1977 Rumelhart, 1980), frames (Minsky, 1975),

“scripts (Schank 1973),,story_grammars~(Rumelhartr_l975,_Stein_& Glenn, —_—
1979 Thorndyke, 19/7), and a host of text—analytic schemes (Fredericksen,

1975 Kintsch 1974 brlmes, 1975 Meyer 1975). These norions were -

4

: followed by even stranger constructs 1ike metacognition and %

metacomprehension (see Baker & Brown, in press, for a~review). 'And~itvwasm

¥
not Just the terminology that was new; despite prptestatlonq to thef

LRI -

-contrary, the ideas were,vif not completely novel, at lgast so'much more

detailed than- thelr vague predecessors as .to cause reading researchers to

rethink basic notions about curr1culum and instruction.

-«
\.a.

What 1is’ important ab0ut‘the ideas in this milieu is that instructional~

E /

P

- reseaxchers have tried very seriously to take them into acc0unt as they ask:.w=

s

‘what are only on the sur face simple-questlons like, "What s the best way to

. teach X?7" .Unlike earlier periods in which a researcher could address an

v
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,issue because he or she knew it was a concern for teachers,- today's

practicea‘ But in the ingerim, it places enormous constraint and

e . B . . ) N
* . . . T P -

C —
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.

instructional researcher must serve two masters: the theoretieian and the

classroom teacher. In the current‘milieu, it is not. enough for a study to

>

show an improvement in comprehension performance; it must also link its

findings to sore theore%ically Current,construct. Now, ultimately, this -

situation will probably prove beneficial to both theory and. practice, forﬁ

LY

it provjdes a good reality test for theory and a good theoretical test ‘for

responsibility (and sometimes,jwe_think~ a -quest. for prestidigitation) on

instructional researchers.' ’ . - " >
Ld

> : Existential.Descriptions

Existential descriptions are conducted in order to describe

instruction as it existsvin_schgols_and/or mitérials. In principle; such:

O

ERIC
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-phenomenon-of reading comprehension. ‘Durkih and her co—workers observed

year for a total of ‘17, 997 minutes. They classified what . they observed

v

i

,descriptions'remain neutral with respect to evaluating whether what exists

-

is good or bad, Few, however, achieve suchlneutralityr and'even if they
do, 'they are seldom interpreted by others with feutrality.

-_In.the.area of reading comprehension instruction, the most ipfluential-

existential descriotion of classroom practices_is'Durkinfs (1978-79)

~os

~ ifivestigation of how some 39 intermediate grade teachers addressed the

"

reading and (to a le'sser degree) social studies lessons thr0ughout a school

Y.

°

into several categories of teacher and/or student behavior. Most ‘relevant
fa. . .

to our discussion are these categorles of behav1or. assessment (the

teacher_asks students a question about a_selectiog,the students have read—~

[}
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recently), comprehension- instruction (the teacher offers students some

[ ., 3

advice, information, or direction’ ab0ut how to.: understand a text segment

longer than a. word),vassignment—gfving (the teacher says enough about an

- N 'o\

assignment——usually a workbook page or a workshPet-—so that the students

N
-

understand the formal requirements of the task, but stops short of offerino

EUN -

\

students clear explanations about the actual subJect matter of the task)
= el

practice (students ccmplgte a workbook page- or ‘a worksheet on their owh),

\ ?

-

‘ ana application (asking students to apply a Just Eaught skill with a new

. ‘ - ®

o
“

;example)
. P N "
"Durkin found that fewer than 50 of the 17, 997 minutes of observations

- >

(,25%) contained any cOmprehension instruction. " The most commonly observed

1 -

. teacher "behavior (17.65%) was assessment followed by giving and‘helping

: . : . .
with assfgned worksheets (1%.35%). Application simply was’ nof observed.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

v

From-individual stﬁdents*“ﬁoint*of’view;"theilargest¥percentage1of~time was

devoted to writing comprehension assignments (abaqut 9%),"responding_to A
.assessment probes. in writing (about 6%), or listening to others answer

al

-

questions (about 34) x : \

"

When Durkin (1981) turned from classroom teachers to the sug restions

for comprehension 1nstruction in the teacher s manuals accompanying basal

.

C . . &

*reading programs;'she used a similar scheme for analyzing what the manuals

directed the teachers to do when working with students on the selections to -

be read or'on:the skills to be taught. While these five~basal'reading

series fared somewhat better than 'did the classroom teachers on the

-

[N

percentage of space devoted to the d1rect training of comprehension skills,

s -

'it was still true that the dominant provisions-for students to learn
. { . “

various comprehension skills were (1) lots .of questions for students to . ..

t . - e T
— e
4 hd _— . ‘o > . e et T e e

e ey .

- ’ ' . ' | | 9 -
» . LA .7 .
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€ answer about the.selections thev-read.and (2) lots ‘of worksheets and N o’
workbookipageé for students to'cOmplete independently.w.Even'when v e
‘ < - : : R T ! b s
N . . - . ' . : “ .
instruction was‘provided 'Durkin noted that the length of a“directive(that
. ?

;. she, by her very liberal criterion, Cl&SSlfled as instructive was sometimes oL
.only a sing1e~sentence, e.g.3’ remind the students that the main 1de§ is -,
-, . : ) :
. the most important idea in the paragraph. ' . ) ‘

3 -

-

Durkin did find one feature often 1ncluded in basals but seldom

employed by teachern——applicatiOn. Application involves a tEacher guiding B

students to complete an example of an exercise for a given skill ideally,_%\~'

&

Durkin thpught, application examples would follow some eAplicit IR .(A-
'instruction;' Instead what'Dutkin»found is that.they often supplanted

o e “

\ .
instruct:on, this led her “to conclude that- basals o’ten teach skills 'by

t ¢

implication;”’ vthat is, giving =tudents a chance to show that they can o

=
perform a skill correctly 1nstead of instruction about. what the skill is

B > N ! e -

\
and how one appLies ETR 1 represents a sorﬁ\pf pre—independent practice ’

group practice technique._ Rarely; however did manuals offer any. ~ ’ bb
suggestions for feedback or what to‘do if the students failed instead S e S
- additional application opportunities were. provided..Q . - ‘“”'A' ‘_ -

N

T

Durkin was struck w1th the similarity of what was prov1d£d 1n the f

? tvals and what teachers did in classrooms. fhe two traditions that seem . . ‘-
.to dom1nate both manu als and teacher practice are’ assessment of seléction )
content and practice of comprehension skills on workbook pages. The‘hope,

¢ e . 0 [y . .,

apparenfly7 is that. eventuallv students will get the, message on ‘their own.'

Y

. ;wﬁecknand’her colleagues (Beck, McKeown,,McLaslln, & Burkes, 1979)
[ ) v . X

—_— L

analyzed comprehension instruction-in basal manuals from a somewhat

SN,
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'fdifferent perspective. They examined'all the'support.features‘of.the , - 7

— a
a

guided reading lesson (all those before, during and after reading the
N

\. o 4.

_selection activities\teachers are supposed to dQ with students in“.the- . o

R
~

‘reading grOupﬁ 1n order to”try to sort out’ helpful from misleading types of

._u\. . e . %,

‘activities. 1hey noted several types of problems. (1) Suggesﬁions for
: ce o N o - B
. building hackgrOund often misledustudents because they~focused students'
atteﬁtion,on aspects'of the selection that are not central to a thor0ugh” - oo

— - . - . -
v

understanding of the selectioﬁ. (%) Questions for‘stories often,

- M .
. ' e

repreSented a rand0mly accumulated quiz of ‘unrelated detail rather ‘thar a
(4 s -

. carefully planned sequence of questions designed to elueldate the causal/”//
’ . . L ¢ °.
conhectigns between/major story elements and'events._ (3) The pictures.that- .

. -

accompany.the early stories often didf not- support the story line._ Like‘

. . : . Ce
- . ,
questions and bﬁilding‘%ackgrOund act vities, they sometimes misdirected ’
* " B . - s __ e e e @ -
- ‘ . -
students attention to unimportant textual features." e )
. N - . ’ . . .’ . . . . B
. The most recent flurry of existential descriptions have focused on
¢ ’ v - 1 » L ’ ’

reading instruction in’ classes dealing with- content areas such as soc1al .
. " ( - T— "
studies and science. Gallagher and Pearson (1981 r983) have found several
patterns of teacher/student interactions all geared to a common

4 . -

L .e . .

- LN

instructional goal—-getting the content of ‘the texts‘into student: heads .

‘l‘ L]

The most common pattern (about- 65% of th;\ZU teachers) involved r und robin

°. -ty

oral read1ng~o£ the segmengs (abOut a page in length) in a chapter with low

- . ~ a o » - 3

s LRGN g L -

4 ‘level detail questions 1nterspersed between segments. -Invthe sécond most
.\ -

common pattern (ab0ut IOA) studEnts read “the chapter on their own and\then

3 . 3

, —
the teacher engaihd them in a socratic dialogue that focused upon what the -

,teacher_viewed.as important'in.the“contejt. The quesxions, however, were .
. & B . © . . .

F] - . - ’ -~

as likely to emphasize background knowledge or text-pictures as text - ’ R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- .

details. (In a sense, this technique requires the teacher to set up goals

M

.. about what ié important and then to follownwhatever line of questions will'

!eliclt-those understandlngs.) In- the third d0m1nant pattern (ab0ut 104)

the students read the text and then the teacher paraphrased it for them, in

s °

. a sense- the teacher told them what it really meant ‘(or what was ?Eally

a . 22 -
P

worth rémembering). Only two teachers in the entire sample spent any time'”

teaching skills or sbrategies students might use. on their own. When

- ~. )

Pearson and/Gallagher interv1eWed the teachers, tthey found ‘that the
& i ) N
. . ol

' un1versal 1ust1t1cation for all the. strategies teachers used was that so
. 7.

many of the studenms could not re ad the books~on their own that they had to

r . -
e . -

do someth1ng to help then acquire the information presented in "the text.
L

This:leads to a-situation in which.teachers feel compelled to- do-somethlng

—

4
that duplicates rather than complements the tunction ot the text as -a

] L€

K

sourceqof ke
students get a chance to acqulre strategies they can apply independently as
. ’ / ) ) y
they read. ) LY ' ~

1

. ’
o

Neilsen, Rennle, and’ Connell (1982) used a modificatlon of Durkin' s
‘ . w-
(1978 7&9 category scheme ‘to classify: tehcher/student interactlons in - .

social: studies elassroomsr/ Like Durkin, they found dominant emphases on

assessment of chaptcr content (post reading quesfions) and helping students

with written ass1gnments.. Although they found more expl§cit instruction in.

compr%hension strategies (2. 44), it Stlll accounted for a miniscule
Y . // : -
prdportlon of . E/acher/student interaction/time. E ‘ - _' q

Looking across all of these ex1§tent1al descrlptlons, one common *

thread appears. What seems ta matter, both to teachers and to basal manual

1ntormation. The- question that ar1ses of course, is when'do

..

-5&.:'.-
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-good than poor readers or more -mature than less mature readers, then'it
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.authors, is the delivery of :.nformation. Hence the emphasis in content“

s,

%fea lessons ‘on oral reading of the passages and,que,tlons that assess the

mastery of the content. But even’ in the basal readers, the emphas1s ‘on

“what Durgin-called assessment can be viewed as at least a test~of whether

ng the informaticn in the story. When skill

instruction was offered in the basals, the domlnant pattern of delivery was
N .
8imp’ y to allow students .a chance to practice the sklll\on their own in the
% . < . .
hope,_perhaps, that they-w0uld eventually figure out how to use andfapply

the strategy independengly;

- , .
. ' bx1stent1al Proofs

3

The loglc of ex1stent1al proofs’ seems to be something llke th1s. "If
! (‘l

I can prove that a varlable afrects reading comprehens1on, then lt becomes.-

"a candidate for future instructional manipulation. kven better, if T ‘can -

3 . .
. . . .

'show that the variable is present to a greater degree in'the-repertoire'of

’ . I

becomes a- candidate to introduce instructionaily either in remedialw

»y
programs or earlier” “in the schodl curr1culum..:

[}

.

‘There are numer0us studies demonstratlng that the same variables that

affect: adult reading also aftect children s reading. Take, for example,
4.
schema orientation effect (1.e., tiie schema 1nto which text information is

‘Q.

ass1m11ated affects the way it is" encoded into ‘and/or. retrieved from

memory) s0 well documented tor adults in research efforts like those of

Bransford (Bransford & Johnson, 1972 Bransforﬁ & Mccarrell 1974), and

c i

Anderson (Anderson, Réynolds, Schallert '&‘Goetz, 1972, Anderson,'Spiro, &

£

Anderson, L978 Pichert & Anderson,, 1977) . Pearson,—Hansen and Gordon
? . ’ - - ..

-
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(1979), Pace (1977) and Raphael, Myers, Lirre, Freebody, and Frltz (1981)

‘have documented similar effects for school age childres.

Even more research has been conducted tracing the course of

" development of story schemata (see Stein & d&enn, 197Y; Mandler & Johnson,

a

1977; ThHorndyke, 1977 for examples of story grammar constructs). Whaley

{1982) and Nielsen (1977) have demonstrated a growth in the sophistication

of children's story schemata over time, while Stein and.her colleagues have

done mich to spell out the spec1fic teatures.of story schemata that change’
across ages. In general what’ happens is that older readers become more |
proficient at recalling lower level specific information from stories. |
Turning to expository structures, Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (1980) have}
shown that better junior high'readers are more adépt at using the text
hstructure employed by an author in organiz1ng their mcre complete recali
protocols than are poor readers. Meyer (197/—a, 1977-b) has also shown
that better readers recall more than poorer neaders from expository
sélections, and that while the,difference between the two is fairly

' consistent across levels of 1mportance in the text, it is even more skewed

in*favor of good readers at lower levels of detail. Apparently for both:

stories and expos1tions, one of’ the abil*ties that developg is the abllity.

L

to attach detalls to more important chunks of information.

Slmilarly, the’ work on the ability to draw inferences suggests’ that

“*older readers draw more spontaneous inferences than do y0unger readers

although the source of the dlfterence is not clear. For example, Onanson,'

Warren and Trabasso (1978) attribute it to a difterence in prigr know%edge

of the topic of the text, while Parls (Paris & Upton, 197 6; Paris &

' Lindaver, 197o) prefers to explain it in terms of a predisposition to draw

.

1
&

OR

1
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inferences and remember them., Réphael, Winograd and Pearson (198U) found
consistent differences'iﬁ the ability to draw infefeﬁceé as =both a function
of age (4th-versus 6th versus 8th grade) and. ability.(high versus low at

each grade level).

4

Raphael (Raphael & Pearsbn,vl9&2; Raphaél, Winograd, & Pearson, 1980)

has demonstrated quite convincingly that:both older and better readers not

<

only are able to answer a variety of typeS°bf questions better than are=

younger and poorer readers,)bdt also that they.are better at identifying:

_ thé kiﬁds of text Qtilization s;raﬁégies théy employ as Ehey answér
questions. In short they are better monitorélof their comprehension: On
the general issue of monitoring strategy use, receﬁtlreviews by Béker and-
Brown (in press) and Wagonerf(l983) suggést that both older and better
readefs‘suprSs_younger and poorer readersfoﬁ a hQst of moéitofing and

" metacognitive measures. ‘ , ;'.’ ‘

Whiie one would'éxpéct that méhy good/poor or—older/younger student

“differences in comprehension could be traced to differences in background

knowledge, there are precious few demonstrations of the effect (perhaps

©

because such difﬁerénces seem SO obvious).i Whilevpot central features of
any of the.studies, research efforts by Marr aﬁd,Gorﬁley (1982) and Hayes
and;Ti;rney (1982) botﬁ éhow'that.much'of the variance in comprehension
attributable to réading abiiity differenpes is, at heapt, a difference in
prior knowledge of'tdpic.::fhesg findiqgs ﬁarallél;tﬁe fiﬁdings of Omanson,

®

et al. (1976); recall that they tound differences across ages in inference

drawing ability to Bé-largely a difference in prior knowledge of topic.

Tutping~to issues of vocabulary knowledge, there is a similar lack of

15
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_direct developmental or cross-ability research, again perhaps because it

seems so obvious that better and eolder readw-is will poss€ss larger general

and content-specific vocabularies than will poorer readers. Un average,.
. .this has to be true, at least for general. vocabulary knowl'edge; otherwise
standardized vocabulary tests could not operate the way, they do. However,

Johnston and Pearson (1982) and Johnston (in press) found an effect for

_specitic vocabulary knowledge of text topics on comprehension independegt

of reading ability, implying a less than perfect correlation between

—ability and vocabulary™ knowledges

. One could go on and on with reports of such cross-age-or cross—ability
'._existentiel proofs, for'this tradition of research hes surelv domin;ted the
Uefforts of both psychologists and educators. There are two\reasons'for
stopping the review here. First, while most of the work of developmental
psychologists has been directed toward building theories of developmental

stages (or_at least changes) in performance on various cognitive and_
metaeognitive tasks, that same hork, from the viewpoint of.the
instructional researeher, serveslthe fuﬁttion of providing existential

proofs for the power of variables potentlally useful in 1nstructional

intervention studies. Sec0nd we have consciously chosen to review, only

those lines .of research that set the stage for the instructional
- experiments to be reviewed in-the next section -of this paper. And it is to

. . < X
these instructional experiments that we now direct our attention.

. Pedagogical Experiments

The notion of the pedagogical experiment is straightforward. Une

nudges a small bit of the educational environment of students a little and
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then evaluates the effect of the nudge on other features of the
environment. There is nothing new about the idea; the term,. in fact,. was

coined long ago by Binet. What is unique abqutvrecent workiin réading

- . . N RS ’:f;
comprehension instruction is the attempt of researchers, to test the

=

educational efficacy of ideas that seem to stem rather Siégzziy‘from recent -

"~ 'developmnents in reading théory and/or research abogt,basic coguitive

it
Y PO

‘processes.

We originally decided to divide pedagogical experiments into -three

~*“—maj9r~but*overlappfﬁgﬂéﬁﬁEﬁfégoriesfﬂ'fémovfﬁgmfaﬁaﬁiocks~Eo COmprBension,

teaching explicit routines to help students perform comprehension tasks;'l

" and teééhing monitoring strategies so that students will be able to
4evéluate whether_dr not they have applied a rdutine.appropriateiy.
However, the ‘overlap was ;o great setween Ehé latter twolcaﬁegdries Ehéqswéu
"collapsed Ehem intaﬁa singlé category and then Subldividéd them on the |

basis of their central emphasis.

Removing Roadblocks

3

Given the wéélth of research demonstrating the correlation betweeﬁ
. prior knowledge-passage compreﬁehsiqn (e.g., Anderson et al., 1978;
Péarson? et al., 1979Y), the most'oﬂvious candidétg-ﬁo?manipulé&e as a
'.pﬁtential rpaﬂbldck is prior knowledge of Ehe topic of ﬁhe paésage to be
read. There is a wealth of ;uch reséérghhtaﬁing shape within several ’
‘different traditions; | | |
4'The oldgst trgdition steﬁs from tﬁe-advance organizer work of Ausubel . -

- (1963, 1968, '1978). The basic harédigm here is to provide‘feaders with an

overview of the pasqage‘tb be read and then evaluate its etftect on

T
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cqmprehension. There haveebeen literally.hundreds of advanCe organizer

studies, conducted’ mostly with’ college students and sometimes with

secondary students. In add1tion~these studies have been. reviewed or
'synthes1zed on numerous occasions (e.g., Barnes & Clawson, 1975 Hartley &
.Davies,'157b' Lawton & Wanska, 1977"Mayer,.19z9; Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson, g
1979; bledge, 1919 Moore & Readance, 198U). The trendsffrom theSe . B

‘ “syntheses have been so variable that about all one can say is that advance

_ organizers tend, on the whole, to help readers; however, their specific

effect is so sensitive to contextual factors (grade level of ‘student,
student ability, mode of presentation -of or"anizer, amount of prior
,@knowledge of student,'and text diff;culty) that few generalizations ab0ut
their effect'tend:to hold universally.. The . most . ambitiOus review (Luiten,
g . ST ,
et al., 1979) examined some. 135 studies, finding an overall positive effect
for advance organizers, ‘a tendency for their impact to increase_ with time,
and a variable 1mpact with student aptitude with the nod. going to greater
benefit tor lower aptitude students.

Advance organizer research however, tests what:is perhaps the weakest
of hypothetical relationships between prior knowledge and comprehens1on
Does it help to -remind students to’ make certain schemata available betore
theyfread about‘a topic?. An 1nstructionally more relevant question focuses
on schema acqui51tion rather than schema act1vation. ‘When prior knowledge
is meager, - are there prereading“activitles that can help to build it to a
'._state that allows‘adequate comprehension to occur? The research addressing .

this question falls into two'categories:‘<building background knowledge via®

topicallyfrelevaht texts and/of teaching_passage specific vocabulary.
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An intultively appealing strategy for building background knowledge is

“-to provide students analogical ties betWeen a presumably familiar domain

tand 3" presumably unfamiliar cne. Whil® Dowell (1908) and Urugge (1977)

9

..

.found no eftect for the advance presentatlon of analogical material Royer

.and Cable (1975, 1976), and Ausubel ‘and Fitzgerald (1961) found

' facilitative etfects tor t!xts with analogies provided prior to target

< e

texts. Hayes -and: lierney (1982) compared ‘the pre—target text presentation '

’that provided information either ab0ut baseball or cricket. They tound.a”

modest tendency for the texts with analogies to elicit superior recall of
¥ .

Subsequent articles about cricket; however, ‘both the cricket and the
"baseball texts elic1ted nearly as strongvetfects on subsequent ‘
comprehension when compared to a neutral.text._ 1heir results, in fact,
better support the conclus1on that any attempt to provide relevant
background knowledge is superior to prov1d1ng irrelevant experiences, and,
hence, tend to support the general schema activation hypothesis.

Crafton (1980) invest1gated this issue in what might be regarded as a
context replicat1ng a typical classr00m‘reading situatlon. She examined
the eftects of reading a first article about - a topic on read1ng a second
(corresponding,'if you wilL, o the cumulative effect on c0mprehens1on one
might expect from reading -an entire chapter 1n, say, a science text) She

found strong effects for the first reading experience upon the second

suggesting the cumulative etfect of schema acquisitlon across ‘an extended

-reading experience.

_of texts with _explicit analogies between baseball and cr1cket against Lexts N

d.

[
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-

One of the few studies available on literary works was conducted by

' Graves, Looke, and LaBerge (1983)~ consistent_eftects

on comprehension or short stories for students of ‘low ability levels when
they provided a pre—reading prébls of each story (where the- prébis
summarized the problem, events, and resolution of the subsequent story,f

introduced the charaéters, and_contegtually defined potentially:difficult

-

vocabulary)._

The- notion of pre—teaching specitic passage vocabulary is as old as

"teaching reading. Nearly_all teachers manuals for basal readers suggest‘

difficult words for teachers to‘define.and discuss priof'to reading a.

\\‘\\
selection. While the relationship between vocabulary knowledge and
T
. \\\
. comprehen51on is Well established (Davis, 1944; Thurstone, 19406; Clark

T .

S~

.'1972 Johnston, in«press), surprisingly tew studies have evaluated the
Aeffect_of pre*teaching key concepts on Subsequent'cOmprehension.of.passages ‘
| ?containingtthose'conceptsa . T | | : _ .A . *~\i\;\f;>\L
s - With a few notable'exceptions to be.discussedmsubseduently, the

c0nsistent finding in this research. is that pre—teaching vocabulary by .

_whatever means improves students knowledge of word meanings but has little_

discernible etfect on passage comprehension (Jackson & Dzeyin, 1963“

mLieberman, 1967; 1uinmar & Brady, 19/4 Pany & Jenkins, 1978 Jenklns,
:Pany,'& Schreck,. 1978; Sylvester, 19b1) .

hxceptions .to this general tinding come trom the work/ot bwaby (1977),
-Schachter (1978), Kameenui, Larnine, and Ereschi (l9bz), and Beck .

Perfetti, and McKeown (1981)y
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" Swaby (1977) found that a vocabulary technique emphasizing where a new

concept "fits" in one's overall semantic network was superlor to a more‘

—_—— 3

traditional providlng-detinitlons approach in afdf__—post—passage-interence
'i questions tor poor'sixth—grade.readers.‘ By contrast, bchachter (l97b)
) found a‘similar effect on inrerential_comprehensionugnly for good fifth
grade readers. An examination'of&the passages usediin these tWo‘studiesi
reveals that the passages in the Swaby study were relatively easy compared

" to those used by Schachter. 'Th1s suggests ‘that there may be an optimal

level ot ignorancé kot key concepts) at which vocabulary instruction

T

takes. - If the passages are e1ther too tamiliar or too unfamillar to a

given group'of.students;‘vocabulary knowledge may;eithernbe%redundant or
“else.too sparse to eliminate strong'background knowledge_weaknesses;
¢ . . . *
The most convincing eftect for passage specific vocabulary instruction -

. ) - . ° - -

comesifrom the~work of Kameenui, et al., 1982. " ‘they found. that any- sort ofA
vocabulary instruction drastically improved inferentialvcomprehehsion;
Jfurther on the same measure a technique in which the vocabulary training

enphasized integratingxword meanings wifh story context was superior to one

in which students were,drilled'on definitions.

.

The work by Beck et al. (1982) showstboth cOntent"specitic and general.”

)

—-effects of vocabulary instructlon on comprehension. .Qver a period of
g J ’ . ', .
sevexal months students: were given a rich intens1ve program of vocabulary

developme for about lQO words. Many of the procedures were similar to
- . those used by’ qhai:ter., At the.end'of the training period,hexperimental

'Tstudents outpertormed control students on a variety of measures including
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the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of a standardized test as well as

’ -

on stories containing the taught vocabulary items.

+ As one looks across these various attenpts at remov1ng the roadblocks

of knowledge_EEficits, what—is—impressive, with a few exceptions, is how

e . ) ' . . '\‘\;-.
weak rather than how strong the effects, are. Un the whole, such- —

"intervention seems helpful, but the effects of intervening in,the

instructlonal env1ronment to activate or provide background knowledge of,

one sort.or another do not appear nearly as strong as the raw relationships

7“between these indices of background knowledge and c0mprehens10n.' “This

¥ T

contrast'in strength of relationships implies'that knowledge acquired

gradually over time in whatever manner'appears more- helpful to
: /

comprehens1on than knowledge acquired in a school like context for ‘the

————
© .2 -
’

«’/

purpose of aiding spec1r1c passage comprehens1on.

-

Explicit Comprehension Training Coupled with Metacognitive Awareness!

As the.title for this section implies, much of ‘the research’about

netacognltive awareness and comprehen51on monitoring cannot be separated -
from research about expllcit comprehens1on instnuction. This weld1ng of :
~traditions is probably due to the fact that the researchers involved in
this.research feel as though they have. to train, students to perform a

'strategy berore they can ask students to mon1tor its application. Also, 1t

'is d1tf1cu1t to suggest to students an alternatlve comprehenSion strategy

/ : -’

‘without discuss1ng why it is important and how. o ‘know when y0u “have_
7applied it appropriately.. Lertain instructional attempts will inevitably
lead to the 1ntertwining of’ these components._-lndeed, Palinscar and Brown. '

(1983) call it an,"instructional package. We have chosen to report these

. o TN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3

studies along a continuum of the centrality of monitoring and awareness.

3 -
. v v . , [N
W

In the first several studies reported, the.monitoring and awareness

w

. component is more peripheral'than'central;~in the remainder, ‘the two
. . , 4 _ aLrits c :

strands—?explicit_instruction in strategy'application and awareness apd‘

monitoring of-strategies¥-tenduto be more equally balanced.

Central strategy emphas1s.w aeveral reseatchers have attempted to help

—_—

students acquire strategies that will maké them better- able to understand

ot el

and remenber expository text. Bartlett (1978), taking-to\heart Meyer,

’Brandt and Bluth's (1980) dual findings’ that (1) good readers tend to rely

on the author ] 1ntended text structure ‘more often than do poor readers in
structuring their free recall protocols, and (2) good‘readers remember more

intormation and more important information, tra1ned Junior high students to

recognize and use four common text frames (cause—etfect compare-contrast,

descrlption, and problem—solution) to help organlze recalls of expository -
passages; Un transfer passages trained students were able to produce

longer recalls capturing more of the important ‘information than were

-untrained students. . E .

.Paylor and her-colleagues.(Taylor. 1982; Taylor & Beach, in press)

have conducted a series of stud1es in which they have trained 1ntermediate

. grade students to relate Superordlnate to subordlnate 1nfornation to try to

build balanced summaries of eXpository'texts. While the results vary
" somewhat trom study to study, her work on the whole tends to support modest

T

transfer effects to novel passage summaries for such training.
\ .
Interestingly,'the eftect is conditioned by tamiliarity of content*

- . : ot - . “
. . . . N\

© . L

o -»—l_'-mr,-..c.'_.,_,__.,.f._., r...c BT -A.Y,,A._,.l,...,.___ _,;__:,I,,»,. v. F— ,I_., Lo [ v : o . ‘ -

ERIC . R
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" when students read novel passes, they found the strategy more eftective in

v
a
°

~dealing with unfamiliar than familiar content. . ' i

.-

Armbruster (1979) and Geva (1983) have used one fofm or another of -

ea text mapping strategy ‘to aid students to understand and remember text

.information. Mapping, in contrast- to sheer ‘summary training, involves

"+ selecting key content from an’ expository passage and representing it in‘
s ome sort of visual display (bokes,lcircles,.etc.)_in which relationships

among key ideas are madelexplicit. Ihis task is usually done atter
students read. Like the wotk of Bartlett, studentslwho do mapping are

e . .
torced\to\dggl with the structure of the aguthor's text; however, and more

. '\N~., ) .
importantly, they.are\forced to try to make connections among ideas even
! . A : \\\\ e ) ° . ’

wheh the author has-not explicitly‘specified those connections._ As withl

the summarizing work of laylor, the tranbfer eftects to recall _have been

modest, nonetheless ‘these studies: consistently favot the mapping strategy‘
" over simpler more traditional study techniques, such as reading, rereading

and taking notes, etc.

°

' beveral training studies have aimed at improving children s ability

and . predlsposition to draw interences. Hansen (1981) began with the
.observation that‘children were best at‘ansyering-the kinds of questionsf
,eteachers ask most often, namely literal recall of story details (seetb
, . . R . N
Guszak, 1967) She wondered whether this observation resulted from an .

-

accident of childnen ] instructional history ifhey have more practice at
literal questions), the fact that literal questions are inherently easier

.than.inferential QUestions, or the fact_that children-are s1mply unaware of

o

how to go about drawing inferences.: ‘o sort out the competing-
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* explanations, Hansen devised three instructional treatments. ‘In the first,
v _ oS ;
a,business as usual approach, average second-grade-students were, given a

" traditional diet of questions of about bU% literal and 202 inferential’

questions alonb with rather ordinary story introductions. In the second, a -

. . ’ IS
practice—oniy treatment, literal questions were removed from these

children's basal reader activities:altogether (they received‘only

- .
4 .

inferential questigns after their storieS' add1tionally,.they were biven‘
/
ordinary story introduction). In the third, called a strategy tra1nin5

fgroup, students received the\traditional Question diet but, prior.to each

: ‘ . ] bamt] (\

story they were given«alternative story introductions in which they were
[

asked to pertorm-these tasks: (1) Relate what they knew. (from their priot:
. . 2 - . .

knowLedge).about what to do in circumstances like those the upcoming story
é ’ g . ' . . ' .
Mcharacters would experience, and_(2) to predict what the story protagonist _

< '
a /

would do when contronted with these critical situat1ons from the to- be—read

-
.

story, (3) to write down their prior knowledge answers on one_sheet'of

’ paper; their prediction on a secbnd and then weave the two together_to o

L I / .
. -

_establish the metaphor that readlng 1nvolves weav1ng together what one

knows with what is'in a text. They then read the story to compare ‘their

predictions with what actually occurred.! Lhis tinal treatment represented

Voo

" an attenpt to help change student cdnceptions about "the process  of

) reading to help them become explicitly aware of the "known,to“new"

pr1nc1ple and to allow them «to apﬁly this principle."‘ .

- On four, ditterent measures including, notably, a standardized readlng

‘o

cdmpreheqslon test, hansen tound that the two experimental groups

.outperformed the control grOUp. The conclusion from these'data is that
R . . V- | » ) - . . o

inferencefperformance,‘eyen for'youngfstudents, is amenable Eo‘alteration,

b T . . - . . . . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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, . - . ~.

. -
Ve

-_ei{;er through dinéct-stratégy training or tirrough changing the kinds of

, . questiong they practice answering. -
. o . S 1

-]

s N : ' .
In a follow-up, Hansen rand Pearson (in press) combined the earlier

strategy training and questidh'practicéjapproaches into a single treatment.

oThey trained four teachers to administer the treatments instead of teaching

©

’
the classes themselves,tas hansen.had done earlier. . Also, they used good

. .
2 ~

and poor fourth—grade readers instead of - average second—grade students.
e ' I I -

lhe combined approach proved somewhat advantageous for good readers in
b

comparrson to the control yroup. However, it proved extremely etfective

’ ¢ . M -

for the poor readers. Poor readers in the experimental group exceeded
. r . . ) I

: their control counterpaits .on, inferedce measures taken trom the materials

:

in wh1ch the instruction was embedded ‘as well on neaSures from three new*
o, . . . . . o N

passages on which no instruction had been offered. b?om these data, and

. T . - < X . .
S a - o .

the 'data from the earlicr study,' Hansen -aijd Pearson,concluded ‘that younger

. . ¢ - LN N . - . . )

and older- poor readers benefit from explicit attempts to alter

- .
.

comprehension strategies, older good readers, on the other~hand did- not_'

" seem to benefit nearly so nmch perhaps because they have developed

»adequate strategies.on their.own- ‘ B S .

» t

. . - : A . I3 o . L
"Gordon and Peatson '19833 pushed the inferencé training paradigm ‘into

- . Lo : I3 * . - .
an even more explicit mold. Over a period'of eight<weeks, they‘contraSted

the éftects of ‘a group explicltly trained to draw 1nterences with a control

R : » . B

group that’ received language experience and immer81on act1vit1es, "and a

second experimontal group whose 1nstruction tocused on activating and fine-
v A “ _._“-

tuning content schemata (the top1c§ addressed in the stories) and

<

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. -
'

"structural schemata thelping students develop an abstract framework for

s+ « what is entailed gn a story) .betore and after reading.
, - .. . -
The results of Gordon and Pearson s work were consistent with those
3 G . . - .

- i - _ .
obtained by_hansen and Pearson (Hansen; 1981; Hansen & Pearson, in press).

K 2
f} e

There .were statistically reliable differences favoring'the inference

as training group on‘new inference items derived from the instructional

°

stqries. : Also high achieving’ but not 1ow achieving students in that. group

di getter than other groups on'1nterence items on several posttests .

I -

involv1ng novel

wv»/

passages and no instructiOn. lhe_most remarkable

.difterences, however,.favored ‘the schemata activation group on the free

recall protocols; the1r scores were often two or three standard deviations

PN

‘

above the inference group and the control gr0up, part1cularly on recall

measures wh1ch were sensitive to the development and use of a story schema.'

B

Signltlcant differences favorlng the experinental groups on a standardized

i test surtdced only tor the very best readers. o

. . [

An interesting conclusion one’ can draw from the Gordon and Pearson /

dag% has to do wlth the spec1ficity of transter of trdlning results. Not.

- L S . EN
that students trained to draw inferences got better at that task while
'~students torced to actiyate both topical and structural schemata got better

at-storing and retrieving story intormatlon..

Balaiced emphasis on strategy and monitoring,with awareness. kaphael-

¢t

pand Pearson (1982) applled a more general approach to both 11teral and
- inference questions. During four 45—m1nute sess10ns 4th—' bth—, e 8th-
grade students vere taught to distingulsh between questlons that requlred
1n ditferent measure, information in the text- versus knowledge the chlld
Q

ERIC
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already had. The chlldren learned to generate answers to questions that
"invited textually explicit answers (derive an ‘answer from the same text -
sentence from which ‘the question was geﬁerated), textuaily—implicit“answers.
(derive an ansver from a text sentence different from the,one from which
the questlon.was der1ved), or scr1ptally—imp11cit answers (derlve an answer
from one's store of prior knowledge). The three types of questions were
labeled RIGH'T THERE, THINK AND SEARCH, and ON MY OWN, respectively..
Using a Model —-=- Guided Practice —-- Independent Practice ——= D1rect

Feedback instructional design,,they taught the students to apply the
strategy to. increas1ngly Longer texts, ranging from one paragraph to_600
words, with an 1ncreasingly larger number of questions per lesson, and '
increasingly tewer feedback prompts.trom the 1nstructor. For each answer
given, students were also asked to gudgﬂ which of the three strateg1es they
had used tovgenerate the answer. Un all of the comprehension measures .
there were reliable.differences favoring the training group over the
control group. - Trained'students got:better at discriminating questions of
:the'different types, evaluating their own'question—answering”behavior, and,
_gilving duality'responses. haphael and Pearson concluded that students had
developed improved comprehension and comprehension monitor1ng.strategies
'that gave then more control over the kind of rout1ne question answering
activ1ty fhey experience daily in basal reader and content area material.

Raphael WOnacutt and Pearson (1983) have extended this paradigm v

by training teachers to dpply !nis strategy with fourth grade students.

Again, evaluation of several pre— and posttest measures demonstrated that

]

-trained students performed better than untrained students on’ both e

monitoring and comprehension tasks. . |

&9
Co
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A study'conducted‘by'DEy'(IQBU) provides an.interesting application of
" pany of these same issues about instructional effectiveness with a very

different population'andla very different instructional objective. Workinyg )
s/ .

with low abiliry community college students, Day (1980) contrasted

[

approa(hes to training stuuents to write summaries for prose passages. The
' treatments differed systematically from one another in terms of how rules
vfor writing summaries were integrated with self—management strategies
designed to heip students monitor their own progreSS in summary-writing.
Treatment 1- consisted of self—management alone (a fairly traditional self-
checking procedure to determine whether the summary conveyed the
information.the student 1ntended to'c0nvey). “freatment 2 was rules alone;
_that . is, subjects were trained to use van Dijk and Kintsch's (1978) five
'rules.for.summarizing tent: deLete redundancy, delete irrelevancies,
subordinate subtopics, select topic sentences,“create topic-sentences.
Treatment 3 simply put Treatments-l and 2 together in sequence. ~First do
one, then do the other,v Treatment 4 integrated the rules and self-
management strategies‘into a single coherent routine, Une might say that
the four treatments varied.alongﬁa c0ntinuum of integration of-explicit -
training:and explicit monitoring devices. hAvmodel —;-5pra tice ===
feedhack instructional design was used._ The data from/fhepexperiment
"showed thar overall the integrdted .treatment produced the greatest gains ]
:from pretest to posttest. Day.concluded that, particularly with slower 3
'students,'"; . e egplicit training in strategies for accomplishing a task

B —

coupled withdroutines,to oversee the successful application of. those

. -

‘strategies is clearly the best approach (p. 15)

©
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\ Palincsar’ and Brown (1983) evaluated the effects of explicit

\ )

instruction (modeling and corrective feedback) of four comprehension

\\\\mggitoring activities with learning disabled junior high students who were

\ .
etticfent\at\decoding but. deficient in comprehension. The ftour activit1es
| -~ . , ‘

- :7 .
~——

\ . .
includ%d summariéing;\ﬁuestion generating, predicting what might be
\ <t and of

discussed next in the ‘text,.and clarifying unclear text. 7The activities
\ = _ .
. . \\\A‘ .

vere taught_through a procedure referred to as ,reciprocal teaching; the

| ’ -

- . teacher and students took turns assumin, he role of teacher in a dialogue

about segments of expository textse.-
\ . A

\ . ) .
0 .. The research involved two studies. Both studies employed a‘multiple\

baseline ac¢ross groups.' All studeﬂfs experienzed ‘four conditions:
baseline, ﬁntervention, maintenance,ﬁand tollow—up. In Study ! the

investigato¥ worked with six students, in-pairs, in a setting analogous to

a tes0urce\room. In Study 2, four reading teachers worked with a total of °

21 remedial- reading middle school students in- small gr0ups in,their

classrooms o
" They tound that studentsl ability to-answer combrehension questions,
as assessed| on passages”independent of the-training materials,uimproved'
significant_y, hey typ1cally achieved 7UA accuracy the fifteenth day of
training.‘ e ‘effects were also apparent on an eight week delayed measure.’
R ' Students' verbal behavior during training indicated that they became more

.adept with ummarizing and question nenerating as the intervention ..

progressed. Als0\modest but reliable transter was suggested on three or

1

four tasks s! milar to but distinct from (in terms of. content) the trainlng

tasks. binally, gdins observed in the experimental setting generallzed to

~
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~the classroom setting (regular social studies and science assignments) for

five of .the six students in Study 1.

Y

The resultsbof this investigation.provide further support to a small
body of instructional research in reading comprehension which suggests‘
that students caniindeed, through explicit instruction,.be taught to
acquire and independently'apply reading strategies which mill.enhance'
reading comprehension.

These instructional experiments (partlcularly the last three) appear

<

'to~warrant the conclusiOn that we can teach comprehension skills if we are

.-

‘able to define them carefully, model for students methods they can use to

-

complete skill act1v1t1es, offer plenty of°guided practice (w1th the teacher ..

'offering feedback as the tasks are completed), and then allow students to

_practlce the skills on their own.

"One final comment "about this lipe of work: taken together, these .

studies suggest that when learning has bccurred, it has been thr0ugh the
repetition.of a cycle of instructlonal eventSf—explanatlon,.guided

practice, corrective feedback, independent practice and application. "1t is

p—— "

not simply a matter of increasing the amount of instructlon as Durkin s._

P

work reviewed earlier 1nv1tes us to conclude (Durkin, 1975- /9) Rather,‘it

is the entire instructionalnframework'WhichﬁintegrateS'alé;&péSQ,COmPOUeUtS

for students that leads to~efrectiye'and independent strategy use.”

- o

Program tvaluations _ s
There have been two projects in which after new ideas about reading

- comprehension have been_incorporated into a curriculum, the more or less

-

long-term effects of that curriculum have been evaluated against competing .

e
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curricula. the %irst project is located in Honolulu, and the effects of
the new curriculum have been studied over a five year period. 7The second,
_located in Michigan, was evaluated over & single school year with a

A follow-up‘eight months after the project ended. -Both claim to'haveaused-

elements’ of the "direct instruction” model used in the ¥ollow-through

-

Studies of the Seventies comparing DISTAK with other compensatory programs’
(Becker, 1977) and reviewed by Kosenshine (1979) among others. The direct

instruction model, according to Rosenshine, includes ‘these features:

1. A complex skill is broken down into small steps

‘2.. For each step the‘teacher‘
a. demonstrates. how it should be performed -

> . R . X L

b. ‘conducts guided practice lessdns (working through examples of

step application with the students) -
Ce provideé’for independent practlce or appllcatlon'(mostly to
;promote automatic-skill.application) . |
. v d..'feedback (in'the,form.of correction and information aboutnhow 5
'to'apply a'step) occurs'in steps'(a)‘through'(c),but'is most

TR

prevalent in (b).

.

Rosenshlne has concluded that much of the- procnss/product research supports

’

the steps involved Ain the direct instruction model (1. e., these behaviors

are pos1t1vely correlated w1th achievement gain), but only for certain

g
L

skill areas (e g., decoding or math) in which it is possible to break °
complex skills down into manageable and psychologically real subs:ills. He

is pess1m1st1c ab0ut applyinb the model to fuzzier areas like.

1

comprehension, composition, or creativity.. Nonetheless, it is precisely to




_ apply these principlesa
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“these fuzzier'areas that these two evaluation'projects have*claimed to

./’
. 3 . .
/ . S

The Kamehameha harly Education Project (Kth) has been discussed
extensively in two recent articles (Tharp, 19BZ Au & Mason, 1981). hEEP,:_.
claims to operate a direct instruction model that tocuses primarily on ‘
comprehension, but with instruction that\is both child focused.agd_task.‘:
focused. = . - | Coe | |

" Two characteristics ot the KEEP programlmake it particularly
interesting to 1nstructiona1 researchers. (l) Its. students have been high-
risk 1ow—incone, native Hawaiian ch11dren, ‘and (Z) it is remarkably ’

effective in increasing student pertormance as measured by standardlzed

tests~(Tharp,-19bL). The programhhas evolved over several years, with each.

~ succeeding cobort of students gaining over (or maintaining equity with) its
.immediate predecessor. It'isllabeled a direct instruction model, thpugh it
lacks several of the‘characteristicsfof'direct,instruction as defined by

" others (cf. Kosenshine, 1979) What it does have are these:

characteristics‘ (a) At least 20 m1nutes per day (and abcut A/J of the

total time any given teacher spends interacting with a grOup of students)

L is devoted to comprehension activity (usually tocused on story d1scuss10n)

with each reading group (x-3). (b) Instruction occurs in small (5 < N <

10) groups. (c) Much of the instructlon occurs during story discuss1on,'

) that‘is what distinguishes-KEEP.from other programs is the systematic use

;ot thought- provoking questions.l The questions form a'"line of questions,"”

“ «

thus avoiding the:- problems p01nted out by burkin (1978~/9) and Beck et alt

' (1979) (d) The program has been designed to maxim;ze consistency with

native hawaiian cu1ture.. Notably, whereas most ‘teachers use participation-
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structures in which one person (teacher or student) at a time has the

2

v floor, eachers in this program allow responses and comments and questions'

from two or .more students at a time and from the.lElEE eftort of two or
more students .(Au & Mason, IBUL). (e).Student progress (via criterion-
referenced tests) and teacher adherence to suy -13ted methods (via
observation) are monitored regularly and intenoively.

The program emphasizes. high engagement rates, extensive monitorinn,‘
and group instruction. However, unlike~DISTAR there are no explicit rules
(general cases) taught tor completing comprehension tasks and the model-
lead test framework is not adhered to in any serious way. fhe KEEP program
really uses. an inundation—diSLovery approach to improving conprehension.
The rati0nale seems - to be, . it students are constantly Darraged with well~"
'conceived interrogations of text, eventually they will learn what to.attend
to when they read texts on their own. In some ways, the KEEP project is
‘similar to the Question—Practice broup in the Hansen (l9bl) study reported
earlier. On the:other handj the data suggests that a trontal assault on V
comprehension oriented activity encouraged growth in comprehension, w1th ho
apparentndecrement on decoding-skills, which are mainly taught ,in.

‘ individual-exercises, |

: The closest approxination of a ’curriculum program" in explicit
comprehension instruction coupled with metacognitive awareness and -
comprehension monitoring tra1n1ng comes trom the work ol Paris and his
colleagues at: Michigan (Paris, Lipson, Cross, Jacobs, De Britto, & Oka, -

1982) They developed a twenty week "course” ror third— and tifth—grade

‘

students designed to improve ‘the c0ntrol over and understanding of (a) the -
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goals of reading, (b)’strategies for comprehensxon and (c&xstrategies to-y
fixrup" comprehension failures. Instruction'related to each of these

lgoals was provided sequentially ouer the,ZU weeks. For each_week's lesson,

they followed certain pr1nciples derivable #rom w 'k on direct instruction

(ct. p- 28). ' First, they.used a metephor de51gned toNpelp make each

principle concrete. 7For example, for two of the weekly lessons involving

"understanding the "goals and plans of'reading, they provided a bulletin -

: | , ‘ . L
board display (c0mplete with picture) with the metaphors "reading.is Like a‘,

Puzzle,” and "A Bag Full of Tricks for Readlng. Second, they provided
. \ " o e
teachers and students w1th a set of focal questlons perta1ning to ’ :

/:

application of the week's principle. Third teachers diSCuSSed the
obJectlve for eacn week's lesson early and otgen.v.bourth, teachers held .
numerous dlscussions throughout the week fOCuSlng first on group attempts
to apply the‘principle -and later on how well various 1nd1viduals had
'actually applled the pr1nciple during practlce activitles. Plnally,
students had lots of opportunlty for practlce and ‘feadback related ‘to each
prlnciple.' In short, there was a high level of student lnGolvement and
interactiOn...- o - ' E ”

}'The effects in‘cOmparison'mlthla olaceho'control,éroup:were rellable,
robust, and enduriné. On measures of strategy knodledge and use (including
'think-aloud.protocolsias well as multiple choide tests) eiperimenter-
designed measures of readlng comprehension closely allied to the tralned
tasks, and more dlstant meaSures of transfer Such as cloze tests and a
standardized reading tests, the.experimentallgroups pertormance exceeded
that of the control group. burthermore, these?eftects,were still reliable

in a: follow-up ‘battery given eight months later.

3v
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The interes® ing thing to note about these conclusi0ns is their
sinilarity with those derived from the previous section on instructional

experiments._ While the tasks in the two sets of studies are sometimes

~different, Ehe principles leading to effective performance are remarkably

students perrorm better on a variety of comprehension measures.

similar. hxplicit instructlon associated with guided practice, lots of .

opportunity to practice and apply strategies independently, as well as some

attention to monitoring the application of such strategies seems to help

~ Summary and Conclusions

. . ) . .

-

- From_odur examination of these four research traditions, “certain

@
.

generalizations seem warranted. '

Ex1stential proofs comparing good and poor readers or older and

younger readers have establlshed that several behaviors related to strategy

use and monitoring discrlminate the mature trom the mnovice and the good

'_:from the poor reader.- Older and better, readers (a) are more effective at

- they employ to answer questions; and ( . in general, axe better-at .

EMC' |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

enpaging background knowledge, (B) have better general and’ spec1t1c

°

vocabularies, (c) are better at drawing interences, \d) have better

Summarizatlon skills, (e) can Jée text structure more’ eftectively to

- produce more complete recall;prot:cb's, (f) know more about the strategies

o

monitoring and adjusting whatever strategies they use. Un the other.hand,

o

existential.descriptions'of'classroom practice\a:: manual suggestlons have
ay

establlshed the fact that very little in the w: £ explicit teaching of

"U,either comprehen31on strategies or strategles for mo itor1ng comprehens1on

OCCUure.,
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. . .
‘ n \
l

The key queBtiOn tor instruction is whether one ought to bocher to
otfer eXplicit training td improve either conprehension or monitoring

strategies, atter al'l, the longer people stay in bChOOl et better they

get at all these behaviors, even in the apparent absencc of. any training.

"

-

In other words, sheer’ practice (or perhaps even just getting older) seems
to elicit stronger pertormance. /
Sheer'practlce, however, ‘may be beneticlal only for that subset of

students'already well on their way to Success; having developed appropriate
_ strategies spontane0usly, practice helps then‘fine tune their repert01re ot
successful strategies. However, if poor readers do little but pr*ctice

‘what they already do, they may actually strengthen their already

1nappropriate strategles and:behaviors. 1t {s possible that the “"practice

3

'_only" approach underlying current instruction may pr0mote a "rich get
"richer and poor get poorer phenOmenon. ‘the’ success ot explicit training
procedures tor low achievers (Day, 1980 Hansen & Pearson, in press;

Palincsar & Brown, 1983 Tharp, 1982) suggests an alternative 1nstructlonal

: philosophy at least for students who are at risk in one way or another, -
. | _ ‘

What appears warranted trom all, these studies is a part1cular model ofa

o

instruction'which we, have extrapolated trOm Camplone (1981) bigure l_

-’

fdeplcts graphically its essential features. Any academic task can be

-
- . )

conceptualized as requirlng ditfering proportlons of teacher and student

- e o s s e S i e S

Incert Figure 1 about here.

- it i ona e e e S e S et S S iy e D e i S i 2
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a

responsibility fot successful completion. "The diagonal line on the graph
represents a j0urney from total teacher responsibility (on the tar left) to
total student responsibility (on the far .right). When the teacher is
taking all or most of the’ responsibility for task completlon, he is
"mOdeling or demonstrating the desired application ‘of some straregy. When
the student is taking all or most of that responsibility, she is :
“practicinf” o "applying 'wthat Strategy. What comes in between these two

extreémes is the gradual release ot responsibility from. teacher to utudent

_ or what Rosenshine might call "guided practice. The hope in the model is

that every student'gets to ‘the point where she is able to accept total
responsibility for the task, including<the responsibility for determining"
whether_or not she is applyi g the strategy appropriately (i.e, self—- . »

monitoring). But the model as:umes that she will need some guidance in
' ’

reaching that stage of indey f"';clond that it is'precisely the teacher's

"role to provide-such guidance.. Unly partly ‘in jest we like to refer to the

joo
)

model as a'model of.“planned obsolescence“4on the part of thf tedcher; but

just because you want to end up being obsolete doesn't mean/yOu have to

start out by being obsolete!“

The critical stage of the riodel is. the "yuided practice,"'the'stage in_

which the teacher gradually releases tasK responsibility to students.l In

o

_the'Gordon and Pearson (1L983) study that . release vas accompllshed by

conceptuali21ng an- interence task as involving four components. (a) posing

a question, (b) answerlng it, (c) finding evidence, and (d) giving the

-rreasoning tor how to get from the ev1dence to the answer. Ln stage (l),f

/

Modeling, the teacher dld all four tasks (a) = (d);. lin stage ( ),_the.

. | ‘ _'“{t ; o ,/
: D j/_.

_.gj ::. _Ezéii
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teacher did (a) and (b) whlle students did (e¢) and (d), in stage (3), the

»

teacher took reBponsibillty for (a) and (c) and the students, (b) and (d);

7
'

tinally'in'stage 4, the students did all but ka) . '/

» In Palincsar and-Brown's (1Y83) work, the gradual release was
_ o o : | SN .
‘accomplished in a reciprocal teaching milieu. the end.goal was to get LD -

'

: and remedial middle school studentc to pertorm four tasxs tor any’ biven

- PXpository pasqage. (1) Sunmarize it (2) ask a few questions “about it,

v

& .
(J) detect difticult portlons and (4) pred1ct what the next part was going .-

. to be about. Ffrét the teacher was the 'teacher;“‘when he was, he guided
the discussion that ‘led to closure on these four tasks. kAfter a tew models

[}

by the teacher, students took”the rolesot teacher and assumed the
respons1b11ity for gulding the d1scuss10n related to these- rour comnon

tasks. As the work probressed the teacher (not the student “teacher™)

v .
Y

raded more and more into the woodwork as the students becamE'ﬁore contldent

in assuming the teacher role. Ln both these instanoes, the students

bl

1earned to do what the experlnenters wanted them to 1earn to do with

remarkable'success. % _
i . o s > . x : ot .
‘In the work of Paris et al.-(NoteYQ), the-release was accomplished‘via

the-Dractice/feedhack-discussion sessions,'as it was'in-the'work of Raphael
(Raphael & Pearson, 19b2 Raphael Wonacutt & Pearson, 1983). ‘-,

What does th1s model share w1th the Kosenshine model ‘of direct -
instruction? The stages are quite similar; modeling guided practice, and

independent practice or application are: featu;es of both.' beedback at

stages 1s critical (even when the teacher is. not the teacher he must"
. provide feédbagg abouc how weil the grhup is accomplishing'its 5oalsralong'
_-the‘way); How does thisimodel.dirrer;trom direct instruction?' There is;no

- . . °

)
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sense that the teacher praises the students applying 1or parts of the

" . J ~ 2

v

o . : \

w‘”umptiOn thaL conplex strategies must be broken down into separate,

sequentially ordered subskills. 1t -is possible, if-you will, ‘to talk
%

.‘plicit instruction in wholistic strategies. There is no aSsumption

there is a single correct answer to any: question or a single bLSt way

' applylng a strategy. Variation in response can be expected< even

* 3

encouraged. .Un -the other hand, what {s expected is (a) that answers,

summaries, or strategy applicdtions can be Justitied .and (b) that stud

- .

will assume respOnsibility for’ monitoring them. .reedback is less

o
kY

strategy when a student tails, instead teedback is moxe suggestive in
k)

\

strategy'appropriately¥and,expects.them to consider alternatlye ways of

attacking a problem- ' " ' o - o

o . " Comprehension Instruction
. .

abcuts

that

of

ents

the

corrective teedback in the sense that the teacher gilves: the right answer or

- One last comment agout stages ‘of research. Une wonders whether or not

-~

the positive findings from the instructional experiments and program

-~ 13

. r .

N

evaluations would ever have\energed had it not been tor the fact that

A <«

to 1nstruction and that the existential proots had pointed ont some

the

_existentlal descriptions had established the need tor a ditferent approach

strategy and mon1toring behav1ors that might serve as likely candidates for_a

instructional interventibn. There does.seem to_be some hope for the bridge-_”

o . . . s

. N . ‘ 7 .
between basic .resefarch, applied research. and practice that we so often

. Y . . .
4 < . N o

mention but so seldom achievé.

a
-

\
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